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This research was designed to investigate the effects of 
reward as motivation upon selective perception and selective recall. 
The specific Hypotheses were: (1) Three letter nonsense syllables 
associated with high positive motivational support will be recognized 
at shorter exposure times than will three letter nonsense syllables 
associated with low positive or negative motivational support. (2) 
Three letter nonsense syllables associated with high positive moti-
vational support will be recalled more readily in an immediate and 
delayed recall series than will those syllables associated •with low 
positive or negative motivational support. (3) There will be a high 
co-relationship between syllables associated with high motivational 
support perceived at rapid recognition times and those syllables 
associated with high motivational support which are recalled. 
The subjects for this experiment were selected from the 5th 
and 6th grades at Washington Grade School in Hays, Kansas. The 
materials consisted of 15 nonsense syllables as stimulus items. 
Three levels of motivational support, termed, high positive, low 
positive, and negative were employed. Five syllables were assigned 
to each motivational level and values were 11built into the subject 11 • 
This was done by having subjects play a game for which they earned 
points toward four possible rewards. Recognition times of the non-
sense syllables were tested tachistoscopically in order to determine 
the effects of the three levels of motivation upon recognition thresholds. 
The effects of the three levels of motivation upon recall was tested 
by written recall of syllables in immediate and deleyed recall series. 
No significant differences were found for recognition times of 
nonsense syllables at the three levels of motivation. The recall data 
revealed significant differences between the positive and negative 
motivational stimuli. Wide individual differences among subjects 
account for most of the variance in both recall of syllables and in 
the recognition times of syllables. A significant correlation between 
speed of recognition and recall of syllables associated with high 
positive motivati onal support was not found. 
The results of the present study allow the following conclu-
sions: (1) Speed of recognition does not vary under conditions of 
differential motivation; (2) Recall is enhanced by negative moti-
vational conditions; (3) There is no consistent relationship between 
· the motivational determiners of recall and t t10se of speed of recogni-
tion. Reasons posited for these conclusions are discussed. 
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During the past several decades ther e has been an application 
in social psychology of concepts and techniques common to clinical 
psychology in an attempt to explain wey man behaves as he does. It 
is now a working hypothesis that a person I s construction of reality 
depends in part, if not entire]Jr, upon motivational variables. The 
product of the modern d.ynamic approach to psychology ha~ been a more 
widespread use of motivational constructs as determiners of behavior. 
Modern theories of motivati on are primarily phenomonological 
in their approach. It is assumed that in any given situat ion the 
individual has a learned repetoire of response potentialities. In 
order to predict which one of these response potentialities will be 
actualized in any given situation, the t heorist resorts to assump-
tions about the motivation of the organism. The individual is seen 
to behave in terms of certain 11forces 11 (commonly called motivation) 
which determine the direction and magnitude of behavior. 
Experiments designed to determine the effects of motivati on 
have been concerned with measurements of perceptual and memory 
variables . Studies of the measured effects of motivation upon 
the psychological functions of perception, memory, imagination, 
action, emotion, inspection, exploration, comprehension, and 
elaborative thinking have been reported in the literature. Experi-
mental measures employed to gain information concerning the variance 
of these functions include speed of recognition, size judgements, 
distance judgements, and written and verbal reports. 
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Of primary concern to the present report are the effects of 
motivational variables upon perception and remembering. Specifically, 
this study concerns itself with the effect of motivational variables 
upon visually perceived items and with memory as -represented by recall 
of materials previously presented to the organism. 
The effect of motivation£!! perception 
In recent years, numerous experiments have supported the 
proposition that perceptual discrimination may be influenced by the 
motivation of the perceiver. Bruner and Postman (5) in an investiga-
tion of the common effect of emotion upon reaction time and recogni-
tion thresholds of emotionally charged stimulus words, found that two 
relationships were present. One relationship was a function in which 
exposure time increased with associative reaction time. Postman and 
Bruner interpreted this phenomenon to be a "defense process 11 which 
offered the individual protection against anxiety laden stiimlli. The 
other relationship was a function in which recognition time first 
increased and then decreased with associative reaction time. To 
explain this relationship they postulated that a 11sensitization 
process" lowered the threshold after being raised by the defense 
process. 
In another study, Bruner and Goodman (3) investigated the 
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relative effects of positive, negative, and neutral motivating symbols 
upon perception. A dollar sign was assigned the role of a positive 
symbol, a square the neutral symbol and; since the experiment was 
conducted iromediately following World War II, the Nazi swastika was 
presented as the negatively valued symbol. Subjects were required to 
adjust an iris lens to approximate the size of the disc upon which the 
symbols were placed. Each of these discs were equal in size. When 
judgments were made of the discs, the positive valued stimulus was 
greatly overestimated, the negative sti:mu.lus was overestimated less 
than the positive valued stimulus and the neutral valued stimulus was 
barely overestimated. Because of the obvious perceptual distortion of 
stimulus objects which possess differential positive and negative values, 
it can be inferred that motivational variables do effect perception. 
One experimental study throws some doubt upon the effect of 
motivation in perceptual selectivity. Klein, Schlesinger, and Meister 
(7) believed that factors other than tre positive or negative stimulus 
value could account for the difference observed in the Bruner-Goodman 
experiment. These three psychologists repeated the Bruner-Goodman 
experiment in an attempt to investigate the relative affect of four 
other variables on the perception of the size of the same three discs. 
These variables were: intensity of value, difficulty of the size 
estimation task, figural properties of the valued symbols and the gross 
presence of absense of any figure whether valued or neutral. They 
concluded that intensity of value and degree of value significance had 
no constant influence upon error and that inherent characteristics of 
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the stimulus itself could account for the size estimation error. Not-
withstanding the results of this excellently designed study, whatever 
the reason for the size estimation error, motivational factors cannot be 
ruled out as a decisive factor. Further experimentation is required to 
provide an unequivocal answer. The differential results of the two 
similar experiments indicate the great need for rigid control of all 
relevant variables in eA1)eriments of this kind. 
Bruner and Postman (4) also tested the effect of tension and 
tension release upon perception. Subjects were required to adjust a 
variable patch of light to match a circular disk held in the palm. 
Perceptual judgments were made under the influence of varying degrees 
of electric shock and also during a shock recovery period. Perceptual 
judgments during shock did not vary markedly. However during the post 
shock period, the deviation of perceived size from actual size became 
very marked. Bruner and Postman conclud E>d that the individual makes 
the most accurate discriminations under conditions of stress, but when 
tensions are released, expansiveness prevails and errors are more likely 
to result. 
Further evidence for the influence of motivational factors upon 
perception is provided by Postman and Brown (9). Three groups were 
utilized in this study. Individuals in all groups attempted to reach 
their level of aspiration on a span-of-apprehension test. One experi-
mental group continually experienced failure and the other, success in 
reaching its level of aspiration. The control group experi enced both 
failure and success in this task. Words signifying failure were then 
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presented tachistoscopically to all three groups at dif ferent exposure 
times. Recognition thresholds were greatly reduced by the failure 
group and not significantly reduced by either the success or the control 
groups • 
.Another experimental investigation by Bruner and Goodman (2) 
is relevant. In this study they had rich and poor children estimate 
the size of coins of different values by adjusting an iris lens to 
produce a patch of light approximating the size of the coins. The 
value of the coins was the differential motivating factor. The 
differential effect of motivation upon childrens 1 judgments of the 
coin's size was tested. Each subject was allowed to make two judgments 
of the coins. Both groups also made judgments of discs of no value. 
Judgments of the discs were made with coins present and with coins 
absent. Both rich and poor children overestimated the size of coins 
more than they overestimated the discs of thy same relative size. The 
greater the value of the coin the greater the deviation of judgment 
from the actual size. Poor children, however judged all coins as 
being much larger in size than did rich children. Since poor children 
overestimated the size of all coins more than did rich children, and 
since ten and fifty cent pieces were overestimated more than nickles 
and pennies, it was concluded that perception is at least partially 
dependent upon motivational factors. 
The affective value of words also seems to be related to the 
recognition threshold of these words. Postman, Bruner, and McGinnes 
(10) determined the affective values of a number of words by the 
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Allport- Vernon Scale. They then presented the words tachistiscopically 
and established their recognition times. They found that the majority 
of subjects conform to a general pattern of recognizing with shorter 
exposure times those words which are of higher representative value. 
Soloman and Howes (13) believed Postman, Bruner and McGinnes's 
interpertation to be fallacious. Postman, Bruner, and McGinnes's 
experiment was repeated except that the frequency of accuracy was 
considered in selecting stimulus words. They found no indication of 
systematic variation of recognition times with affective value, thus 
casting some doubt upon the hypothesis that affective value is a factor 
in lowering visual thresholds of words. An appreciable difference 
between mean thresholds indicates that frequency of word usage is a 
factor in lowering recognition thresholds. 
The effect of motivation _2£ remembering 
As was illustrated in considering the effects of motivation 
on perception, many means may be employed to motivate a person. Ego-
involvement, affective value of stimuli, stress situations, needs, 
agreement and disagreement with opinions, and innate characteristics 
of stimuli, are among the mal'.\Y means of producing the motivational 
element. Similar motivational situations have been used in experi-
mentation with the memory process. 
Taft (15) experimented with recall of favorable versus unfavor-
able material. In an immediate recall series, Negro subjects recalled 
more items favorable and unfavorable to Negroes than did the white 
subjects. In a delayed recall series the Negro subjects were even 
more superior in the recall of favorable items but not in the recall 
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of unfavorable items. There were no significant differences between 
the groups in the number of distortions of favorable or unfavorable 
items, but on the whole the white subjects distorted more items. These 
results seem to indicate that favorable material is better recalled by 
ego-involved groups than unfavorable material. 
Motivational elements seemingly do not influence all individuals 
in the same manner. Some subjects seem to become sensitized to nega-
tively valued material while others are sensitized to positively valued 
material. In an experiment by Belmount and Birch (1) individual differ-
ences in the recall ability of subjects are shown when the material to be 
learned is studied under conditions of electric shock. Results of this 
experiment show that when strong negative affect is attached to learned 
material, the recall of this material is significantly less than the 
recall of neutral material for other individuals. 
The effects of positive and negative motivation upon recall are 
illustrated in an experiment by Shaw (11). He had subjects recall 
bogus ratings of themselves which were presented to them as being 
genuine. Shaw found that individuals tend to recall more favorable 
material than unfavorable material. He questioned the validity of 
these results, and in a later experiment (12) he had subjects recall 
bogus ratings of individuals other than themselves. With this varia-
tion in design, he found that selective recall occurred when the 
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material was in accordance with the raters opinions of the individuals 
rated. 
Williams (16) postulated that need related material is generally 
more readil.,v recalled after learning. However, he wondered whether 
the induction of a need after learning would influence recall of the 
material. Subjects learned words which symbolized aspects of a 
particular need. Using food related words as the need related material 
and deprivation of food as the induced need, he found that induction 
of a need after learning does not influence any of the following: 
(1) retention of need related material, (2) retention of neutral 
material previously associated with need related material, and (3) 
retention of neutral material not directly related in any manner to 
the need. 
Experimental evidence supports the propositi on t hat a change 
in motivation results in a change in percepvual discriminati on and 
in the ability to recall various tasks. As motivation becomes 
stronger, positive perceptual thresholds are generally lowered. That 
is, selectivity of perception seems to be regulated by the need rela-
tion between the perceptual object and the individual. The ability to 
recall tasks also seems to improve as positive motivation increases. 
On the other hand, negative motivation such as punishment by shock, 
frustration, and stress situations may result in either a lowered or 
raised perceptual threshold, although high negative motivation 
generally raises the perceptual threshold and retards recall. 
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In reviewing experimental evidence on motivation and perception, 
Postman (8) noted a relationship between the effect s of motivation on 
perception and the effects of motivation upon memory. According to 
Postman, remembering is a process related to preception in that 
selectivity in both processes can be related to at least some of the 
sarae laws or principles. Further, in the absence of sufficient 
appropriate stimulus information, both perceptual response and 
remembering reveal or manifest dominant predispositions or schemata, 
which have been acquired previously and are aroused by situati onal 
factors. It follows that when the motivational support of a stimulus 
item is varied, one should expect a variation in the perceptual level 
of the stiI!fillus item. Further, with a variation of the motivational 
support of a stimulus item, one should expect to vary the ability to 
remember that stimulus item. 
CHAPTER II 
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
This research was designed to investigate Postman's (8) 
claim that perception and remembering are related in that selec-
tivity in both processes is determined by similar motivational 
elements. It .was intended to 11build into" the subject motivational 
support for stimulus items, and then to systematically observe 
differences in recognition times and the recall values of the items. 
In this study selectivity of perception was inferred from 
recognition times of tachistiscopically presented nonsense syl-
lables. Selectivity of remembering was inferred from written 
recall of the same syllables presented under the same conditions. 
Defferential levels of motivational support were concep-
tualized as having high positive, low positive and negative supportive 
values. The numerical values representing t li.ese three levels of moti-
vation were +5o, +10 and -30, respectively. 
The hypotheses demanding verification were: 
(1) Three letter nonsense syllables associated with high 
positive motivational support will be recognized at 
shorter exposure times than will three letter nonsense 
syllables associated with low positive or negative 
motivational support. 
(2) Three letter nonsense syllables associated with high 
positive motivational support will be recalled more 
readily in an immediate and delayed recall series 
than will those syllables associated with low positive 
or negative motivational support. 
(3) There will be a high co-relati onship between syllables 
associated with high motivational support perceived 
at rapid recognition times and those syllables associ-






A specially designed and constructed apparatus was utilized 
in presenting the three letter nonsense syllables. Ping-pong balls with 
representative nonsense syllables printed on them rolled down a 
ramp directly in front of the subject. The balls were automatically 
presented by a feeding mechanism. All unselected balls were ejected 
onto the ramp with such force that the speed of their presentation 
prevented the subject from recognizing the printed syllable. 
Four holes were placed in a panel beside the ramp. The proper 
hole for ball placement was designated by a list of five nonsense 
syllables above three of the holes. This was done in such a manner 
that the subject could easily locate the proper place for each ball. 
Each syllable was printed on an individual card which was removable 
for randomization purposes. The fourth hole was reserved for blank 
balls. 
The number of times each ball had been selected was recorded 
on a peg board. This peg board had ten pegs for each syllable, and 
they were easily removed by hand. 
An 8x10x24, olive drab box with wires leading from the apparatus 
to it was placed under the table. The subject was informed that this 
box contained a counter which kept a running account of his score. A 
door bell button was placed beside each of the +10, -t50, and -JO holes. 
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Figure 1. Front view of apparatus 
14 
Figure 2. Rear view of apparatus 
Figure J . Cut Away Side View of Return Mechanism 
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When the subject pressed a button he turned on a light, which was green 
for the -;-50 value, blue for the --t-10 value and a red for the -30 
value. 
Prizes were offered to the subjects for their performance on the 
syllable game. They were told that they would win one free pass to the 
local theatre if their final score was between 801 and 1,500, two free 
tickets for a score between 1,501 and 2,300, three free tickets for 
scores between 2,301 and 3,000, and four free tickets if their score 
bettered the 3,000 mark. The number of points needed to obtain a 
particular reward was printed on a 3x16 inch card and placed on the 
apparatus in full view of the subject. 
A Viewlex projector with a 300 watt lamp and an AJ.phax shutter 
was used to determine visual recognition thresholds for each subject 
for each of 15 nonsense syllables. With this device a syllable could 
be presented at exposure times of: 1/100, 1/50, 1/10, 1/5, 1/2 or a 
full second. The lens aperture was adjusted to an opening of 1/4 inch. 
In order to keep recognition times below 1/100 of a second, a constant 
room illumination of 25 foot candles was maintained. The three letter 
nonsense syllables were projected onto a screen suspended at eye level 
approximately ten feet in front of the subject. 
Slides of the nonsense syllables were constructed by photo-
graphing enlarged white on black cut-outs of the syllables, thus 
giving black on white negatives. The negatives were then mounted in 
2x2 glass slides. 
Nonsense syllables used in the experiment were: ZAT, GED, YOB, 
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SEB., JIK., FUB., MIV., RIX., WUP., KEX., TEV, NOB., JEH, VIB, and ZIV. These 
syllables were selected randomly from Stevens' Handbook of Experimental 
Psychology (14). All syllables were taken from the group having 13% 
association values. 
Subjects 
Subjects were ten male and ten female students enrolled in the 
5th and 6th grades of Washington Grade School in Hays, Kansas. They 
were selected from a larger group of students who had volunteered to 
participate in the research on the basis that they had better than 
20/30 vision and average or better than average grades. 
Parents of tlE twenty subjects were contacted by telephone, and 
permission was obtained for the child to participate in the project. 
Subjects completed five distinct experimental phases. These 
were: (1) pre-recognition testing, (2) association of nonsense 
syllables with positive and negative values., (3) testing initial 
recall, (4) testing post recognition times., and (5) testing deley-ed 
recall. 
The first meeting required approximately one hour. At this 
time, the first four phases of the experiment were conducted. The 
fifth phase was completed twenty four hours later and required 
approximately ten minutes. 
Procedure 
As soon as the subject entered the experimental laboratory, he 
was asked to sit at the end of the table facing the projection screen. 
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The following instructions were then given: 
Have you ever heard of a nonsense syllable? A nonsense 
syllable is a word that has no meaning such as BEP which is 
spelled b-e-p. I have several different nonsense syllables 
here and I'm going to flash them on the screen one at a time 
with this projector. I want to see how fast you can see 
them. I 111 begin by flashing them very fast then slower and 
slower until you are able to see them, as soon as you think 
you know what it is spell it out loud. Do you understand? 
Now we shall begin. Watch carefully and look at the middle 
of the square drawn on the screen. 
The syllables were then presented in random order, using the 
method of decending limits beginning with a speed of 1/100 of a second 
and increasing the exposure time until the subject spelled the syllable 
correctly. Recognition times for each subject were recorded for each 
syllable. 
After the recognition times of all syllables had been determined, 
the subject was seated in front of the syllable game apparatus and given 
the following instructions: 
I'll bet that you haven't seen a game like this before . 
This is the way it works. Ping-pong balls roll down this 
ramp. There is a ball for each of the syllables, am. some 
that have no syllables on them. You are to pick a ball, 
look at it and see if it has a syllable on it. If it has, 
you are to look over here and see how much it is worth. All 
of the syllables in this row are worth 50 points, in this 
row they are worth 10 points, and in this row they are worth 
a - JO points. The + 10 1 s add 10 points to your score, the t 50 
adds 50 to your score but the -30 takes 30 points away from 
your score. A blank ball does not take away or add to your 
score. Selecting a blank ball does not count as a turn. You 
may select 150 balls, not counting blank ones. 
If you get a total score of Oto 800 you will not get a 
prize. For a score between 801 and 1500 you will be awarded 
a free pass to the theater. If you earn a score between 
1,501 and 2,301, you will win two free tickets. A score 
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between 2,301 and 3000 will entitle you to three free 
tickets. If you should finish with more than 3,000 points, 
you will win four theatre tickets. In order to record your 
scores you must push the button which is beside the syllable 
that you choose. Now do you understand? Let's begin. 
Thus, an attempt was made to 11build11 motivation into the subjects 
for particular nonsense syllables by associating each nonsense syllable 
with a given number of points. Those syllables to be associated with a 
given point value were determined by a different random arrangement for 
each subject, i.e., the subjects and syllables were confounded in the 
present design. 
A subject's first five trials were supervised by the experi-
menter. After the subject had selected each ball ten times, he was 
asked to recall and write, in ten minutes, as many of the nonsense 
syllables as he could remember. 
Following the recall test, the nonsense syllables were presented 
in random order to the subjects using the IrAthod of descending limits 
and post recognition times were obtained. 
Upon completing the post recognition task, the subject was told 
that he IDuld not know his final score until the experiment had been 
completed. He was told that he would receive his prize at that time. 
He was reminded that he was to return the next dey at the same time 
to finish his part of the experinBnt. 
Delayed recall scores were obtained 24 hours later by having 
the subject write, in ten minutes, as many of the nonsense syllables 
as he could remember. 
When data on 20 qualified individuals were collected, arrangements 
were made at the local Fox Theatre for 48 passes which would allow 
the subjects to attend the theatre twice within the specified two 
weeks time. Children were awarded their tickets, informing them that 
a strange thing had happened. That everyone had scored between 1,500 
and 2,300 thus each had won two free passes to the show. Passes were 




Table I summarizes the analysis of variance of speed of 
recognition of nonsense syllables before the introduction of the 
motivational variable. There were no significant differences bet ween 
Motivational levels-to-be. However, differences among Subjects 
were significant beyond the 1% level of confidence. It is thus 
indicated that subjects possess differential abilities to recognize 
three letter nonsense syllables at the first presentation. Moti-
vational levels-to-be however were not distinguishable. 
TABLE I 
ANALYSIS OF V.ARI.ANCE OF RECOGNITION TIMES OF SYLLABLES 
PRESENTED PRIOR TO I NTRODUCTION 
OF MOTIVATION.AL VARIABLES 
Source of variance d.f. S.S. M2 sig.F 
Total 299 97,190 
Motivational Levels 2 1,481 740 • .50 
Subjects 19 11,980 630.52 2.90 
Error 278 83,729 301.20 
p 
.01 
Table II is a summary of analysis of variance of speed of 
recognition of nonsense syllables after the introduction of the 
experimental variable. No significant differences were found. This 
result does not support Hypothesis I. 
TABLE II 
.ANALYSIS OF VARI.ANGE OF RECOGNITION TIMES OF SYLLABLES 
PRESENTED AFTER THE INTRODUCTION 
OF THE MOTIVATIONAL VARI.ABLE 
Source of variance d.f S.S. M2 
Total 299 28,554.73 99.50 
Subjects 19 2,812.99 1.48.05 
Motivational Levels 2 J .44 1.72 
Motivation x Subject 38 2,836.30 74.64 
Error 240 22.,902.00 95-48 
22 
sig.F p 
A summary of the analysis of variance of the number of syllables 
recalled by each subject at each motivational level is presented in 
Table III. Non-significant F's were obtained for Initial versus Delayed 
Recall., and for the interaction of Initial versus Delayed Recall times 
Motivational Levels. Significant at the 5% level of confidence were 
differences due to Motivational Levels, and the interaction term Subjects 
times Initial versus Delayed Recall. Significant at the 1% level of 
confidence were differences due to Subjects, and the interaction term 
Subjects times Motivational Levels. More syllables associated with the 
-30 stimulus position were recalled., than were recalled at either of 
the other two positions. lzypothesis II is not supported. It can be 
seen that some of the subjects recalled syllables associated with a 
particular motivational level more readily than those associated with 
otrer motivational levels . However, there were wide individual differ-
ences in this respect, and there was no predominant tendency for all 
subjects to recall syllables at any one motivational level, except 
the -30 motivational level. 
T.ABLE III 
Sill'JM.ARY OF ANALYSIS OF V.ARIANCE OF NUMBER 
OF SYLLABLES RECALLED BY EACH SUBJECT 
AT EACH MOTIVATIONAL LEVEL 
Source of variance d.f S.S. M 2 sig.F 
Total 120 193.97 
Subjects 19 82.97 4.37 8.8.5 
Motivational Levels 2 4.82 2.41 4.92 
Initial Recall VSo 
Delayed Recall 1 o • .54 
Initial Recall vs. 
Delayed Recall x 
Motivational Levels 2 0.61 0.35 
Subject x Motivational 
Levels 38 67.18 1.77 3.61 
Subjects x Initial 
Recall vs. Delayed 
Recall 19 16.46 o.87 1.78 







Table IV summarizes the analysis of variance of the number of 
times that each syllable was recalled at each motivational level. Sig-
nificant at the 1% level of confidence were differences due to Syllables, 
and the interaction term Motivational Levels x Syllables. Motivational 
Levels were significant at the .5% level of confidence. See Figure 5. 
Non-significant F's were obtained for Initial versus Delayed Recall, 
Motivational Levels X Initial versus Delayed Recall, and Syllables x 
Initial versus Delayed Recall. More syllables were recalled at the 
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-30 stimulus position than at either of the other two. A significant 
F for Motivational Levels indicates that the motivational variable 
influenced recall of the different syllables. 
TABLE IV 
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VllRIANCE OF THE NUlvffiER 
OF TIMES EACH SYLLABLE WAS RECALLED 
AT EACH MOTIVATIONAL LEVEL 
Source of variance d.f. S.S. M.S. 
Total 89 173.96 1.955 
Syllables 14 6o.96 4.35 
Motivational Level 2 6.42 3.210 
Initial Recall vs. 
Delayed Recall 
Motivation x (Initial 
1 0.72 0.120 
Recall vs. Deleyed Recall) 2 0.95 o.475 
Motivation x syllables 28 65.58 2.34 
Syllables x Initial Recall 
x Delayed Recall 14 18.95 1.35 





Estimates of the magnitude of curvilinear and linear relationships 
between the number of presentations of each syllable at each motivational 
level are shown in Table V. Curvilinear relationships are rather high 
with Eta's of .657 at +5o, .854 at tlO, and .614 at -JO. However, 
linear relationships between the number of presentations at each level 
and the number of syllables recalled are non-significant. Pearson r's 
obtained were .147 at + 50, .345 at + 10, and .209 at -30. Only 2% 
of the variance can be accounted for in terms of the number of presenta-
tions at the T 50 level, 12% at the +- 10 level and 4% at the -30 level. 
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These results indicate that the nwnber of times that a nonsense 
syllable was presented at each motivational level is independent of 
the tendency for the nonsense syllable to be recalled at that motiva-
tional level. 
TABLE V 
CORRELATION BETWEEN NUMBER OF PRESENTATIONS OF EACH SYLLABLE 
AT EACH MOTIVATIONAL LEVEL AND NUMBER OF RECALLS 
FOR EACH SYLLABLE AT EACH MOTIVATIONAL LEVEL 
Coefficient Motivational Levels 
+50 t 10 -30 
Eta .657 .854 .614 
r -147 .345 .209 
Sig. of r 
Sig. of Eta .o5 .01 
% of variance 
accounted for 2% 12% 4% 
Table VI indicates the correlation coefficients between the 
number of times each syllable was recalled at each motivational level 
and recognition times of syllables at each motivational level. Since 
a fast recognition time is indicated by a small number, a negative 
correlation indicated a tendency for fast recognition times to be 
associated with high recall values. Correlations of -.140 at the 
~50 level, -.500, ~t the + 10 level, and -.343 at the -30 level were 
found. The only significant correlation found was at the +10 motiva-
tional level, where r was equal to -.500. 
TABLE VI 
CORRELATION BETWEEN NUMBER OF RECALLS OF A SYLLABLE AT 
EACH MOTIVATIONAL LEVEL .AND THE RECOGNITION TIME 
OF EACH SUBJECT AT EACH MOTIVATION.AL LEVEL 
Motivational Levels 
+ so -no -30 
Coefficient -.140 -.soo -.343 
p ns .os ns 
% of variance 
accounted for 1.96% 25.00% 11.76% 
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As is illustrated in figure 4, mean recognition times of non-
sense syllables associated with high positive motivational support was 
.049 seconds, mean recognition times of nonsense syllables associated 
with low positive motivational support was .051 seconds, and mean 
recognition times of nonsense syllables associated with negative 
motivational support was .052 seconds. There is a slight tendency for 
syllables having high positive motivational support to be recognized 
more readily than at the low positive and negative levels of motiva-
tional support. However, all differences are negligible and can be 
accounted for on the basis of chance. 
The mean number of syllables recalled by the subjects at each 
motivational level is illustrated in figure 5 • .An average of 2.75 
syllables was recalled at the + 50 and 10 levels. The mean number 
of syllables recalled at the -30 level was 3.60. There is a definite 
tendency for more syllables to be recalled at the -30 level than at 
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Figure 4. Mean Syllable Recognition Time for Each of Three 











Figure 5. Mean Number of Syllables Recalled at Each of 
Three Levels of Motivational Support. 
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CH.APTER V 
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
The hypothesis that 11 three letter nonsense syllables associated 
with high positive motivational support will be recognized at shorter 
exposure times than will three letter nonsense syllables associated 
with low positive or negative motivational support", was not supported 
by the experimental results. In the light of t hese data it must be 
concluded that high positive, low positive and negative motivational. 
support do not affect recognition times of nonsense syllables differ-
entially. 
The hypothesis that: "three letter nonsense syllables associated 
with high positive motivational support will be recalled more readily 
in an immediate and delayed recall series than will those syllables 
associated with low positive or negative motivational support 11 , was 
not supported because the results were oppos·te to the predictions of 
the eypothesis. However, since the subjects did show significant 
differences in their ability to recall nonsense syllables associated 
with different levels of motivational support (see Table IlI and 
Figure 5) it mu.st be concluded that in this experiment three letter 
nonsense syllables associated with negative motivational support are 
more readily recalled in an immediate and a delayed recall series 
than are three letter nonsense syllables associated with high positive 
or low positive motivational support. 
The only significant correlation between syllables most readily 
recalled and those most readily recognized was at the+lO level. The 
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eypothesis that: 11 there will be a high co-relationship between syllables 
associated with high motivational support perceived at rapid recogni-
tion times and those syllables associated with high motivational suppor t 
which are recalled", is also rejected. It I!lllSt be concluded that recogni-
tion and recall are not co-regulated by those motivational variables 
studied in the present experiment. 
The experimental evidences offered herein do not support the 
hypothesis that motivational factors regulate speed of recognition. 
Nor are significant relationships found between the rapidity of 
recognition of stimulus items and the readiness of recall of stimulus 
items at all motivational levels. The fact that the prescribed three 
levels of motivation (high positive, low positive, and negative) 
do not cause recognition thresholds of stimuli to vary significantly 
raises certain questions aoout the relation between perception, 
remembering and motivation in the present s ~~dy. 
Since so many experimentalists have found results which 
indicate that perception and remembering are in part determined 
by motivational variables, one can but wonder how the present results 
have come about. The results found in this stucy tend to raise ques-
tions concerning the variables which were manipulated in this experi-
ment, rather than to shed light on their explanation. 
First of all, was the assumption justifiable that reward can 
act as a motivator in selective recall and selective perceptual 
situations? It would seem not in the present situation. Reward, 
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it would seem, may have motivational value. However, the experimental 
results presented here do not confirm this notion. Because of the 
present experimental evidence it would seem that the minimal amount of 
reward needed to create a change in perceptual structure needs further 
investigation. 
As indicated in Table III and Figure 5, motivational level 
apparently did result in selective recall of nonsense syllables; 
albeit in a direction opposite to that predicted by eypothesis II. 
Two questions arise: (1) Wby were different results obtained with 
the two rreasures of performance? (2) Why were the syllables associated 
with negative motivational support recalled more frequentzy than those 
associated with positive motivational support? 
Probably the reason that the two measures of performance show 
different results is that the recognition measure is much more vari-
able than the recall neasure; i.e., the recognition measure is not as 
accurate as the recall measure. The variability of the recall measure 
over the three levels of motivational support ranged from 4.29 to 
5.49 syllables, while the variability of the speed of recognition 
measure ranged from 246.99 to 592.09 100/R.T. Also the failure of 
eypothesis III might well be accounted for in terms of the inaccuracy 
of the speed of recognition measure. 
The second question is not so easily disposed of. The fact 
that there are no significant differences between initial and delayed 
recall, and the fact that the interaction between motivational levels 
and initial versus deleyed recall is not significant indicates that 
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no forgetting occurred. This fact prevents an interpretation of our 
result in terms of motivation. Evidence has been presented wiich 
indicates that defensive forgetting should occur under conditions of negative 
motivation (6,11). If these results are valid, then it is reasonable to 
suppose that the subjects of the present study were not negatively moti-
vated. On the other hand, the present result can be interpreted as casting 
doubt on the concept of negative motivation. 
The fact that forgetting did not occur may be explained in terms 
of the experimental situation. Subjects were not instructed to learn the 
nonsense syllables, nor were they e:xp;cting to be asked to recall them. 
When asked to recall the syllables, the subjects may have experienced 
something of a 11 shock11 • If the subjects had been instructed to learn 
the syllables prior to the experimental session this might not have 
occurred. 
This result is not due to a failure of learning since syllables 
associated with negative motivational support were more readily recalled 
than syllables associated with positive motivational support. 
Further inquisitiveness would cause one to wonder if the subjects 
were actually differentially motivated by the proposed levels of moti-
vation. Observation of subjects indicate that they were definitely 
motivated to do the task. The subjects often expressed feelings of 
joy when they seemed to get a large number of +50 valued syllables, 
and of remorse when a multitude of -30 syllables appeared. There was 
no way for the subjects to compare scores with each other, nor could 
they assess the magnitude of their own scores at any time during the 
experiment, thus, it would seem plausible that the subjects were not 
differentially motivated by the experimental manipulations utilized. 
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A possible explanation of the differences in recall value of 
the syllables associated with different levels of motivational support 
is that negative motivation may play a different role in determining 
speed of recognition than it doos in detennining readiness of recall. 
This, along with the relative inaccuracy of the present measure of 
recognition might lead to the obtained results. In this light, the 
present results do not support Postman's postulation of common 
motivational determiners for perception and memory. 
CH.APTER VI 
SUMMARY .AND CONCLUSIONS 
This research was designed to investigate the effects of 
reward as motivation upon selective perception and selective recall. 
The specific Hypotheses were: (1) Three letter nonsense syllables 
associated with high positive motivational support will be recognized 
at shorter exposure times than wi.11 three letter nonsense syllables 
associated with low positive or negative motivational support. (2) 
Three letter nonsense syllables associated with high positive moti-
vational support will be recalled more readily in an inIDiediate and 
deleyed recall series than will those syllables associated with low 
positive or negative motivational support. (3) There will be a high 
co-relationship between syllables associated with high motivational 
support perceived at rapid recognition times and those syllables 
associated with high motivational support which are recalled. 
The subjects for t his experiment were selected from the 5th 
and 6th grades at Washington Grade School in Hays, Kansas. The 
materials consisted of 15 nonsense syllables as stinmlus items. 
Three levels of motivational support, termed, high positive, low 
positive, and negative were employed. Five syllables were assigned 
to each motivational level and values were 11built into the subject". 
This was done by having subjects play a game for which they earned 
points toward four possible rewards. Recognition times of the non-
sense syllables were tested tachi~toscopically in order to determine 
the effects of the three levels of motivation upon recognition thresholds. 
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The effects of the three levels of motivation upon recall was tested 
by written recall of syllables in irmnediate and delayed recall series. 
No significant differences were found for recognition times of 
nonsense syllables at the three levels of motivation. The recall data 
revealed significant differences between the positive and negative 
motivational stimuli. Wide individual differences among subjects 
account for most of the variance in both recall of syllables and in 
the recognition times of syllables. A significant correlation between 
speed of recognition and .ecall of syllables associated with high 
positive motivational support was not found. 
The results of the present study allow the following conclu-
sions: (1) Speed of recognition does not vary under conditions of 
differential motivation; (2) Recall is enhanced by negative moti-
vational conditions; (3) There is no consistent relationship between 
the motivational determiners of recall and t hose of speed of recognition. 
Reasons posited for these conclusions are discussed. 
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RECOGNITION TIMES IN SECONDS FOR TWENTY SUBJECTS FOR 
FIFTEEN NONSENSE SYLLABLE AT THREE MOTIVATION.AL LEVELS 
Subjects 
Nonsense 1 2 3 
Syllables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
ZAT 
GED .50 .04 
YOB .02 .02 
SEB 
JIK .02 .01 .02 .04 .02 .02 
FUB .10 .04 
-t- 50 MIV .02 .02 .10 .10 
RIX .02 .02 
WUP .04 .04 
KEX .02 .01 .10 .04 
TEV .02 .02 
NUB 
JEH .02 .o4 
VIB 
ZIV .02 .02 
ZAT .02 .04 .02 .02 
GED 
YOB .04 .04 
SEB .02 .02 
JIK 
FUB .02 .02 .02 .02 
-\-10 MIV .10 .02 
RIX .02 .oL 
WUP 
KEX 
TEV .o~ .02 .02 .10 
NUB .04 .02 
JEH .20 .04 
VIB .02 .02 1.00 .10 
ZIV .J.0 .o4 
ZAT .10 .04 
GED .02 .01 .02 .02 
YOB .02 .02 
SEB .02 .02 . 20 .10 
FUB 
-30 MIV 
RIX .04 .02 
WUP .02 .02 .20 .20 
IffiX .10 .02 
TEV 
NUB .02 . 01 .J.0 .02 
JEH .02 .02 
VIB .20 .20 


















TABLE VII (Continued) 
Subjects 
Nonsense 5 6 7 8 Syllables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
ZAT .20 .oL. 
GED .04 .02 .10 .04 
YOB .20 .02 
ZEB 
JIK .20 .10 
FUB .02 .02 .10 .04 + 50 MIV .04 .02 RIX .20 .02 
WtJp 
KEX .04 .04 .• 04 .02 
TEV .o4 .02 
NUB .01 .02 .02 .02 
JEH .10 .04 
VIB .20 .04 .20 .04 ZIV .04 .20 .02 .04 .10 .04 
ZAT .02 .04 
GED .04 .04 
YOB .10 .04 .10 .04 .10 .04 SEB 
JIK .04 .02 
Ill FUB .02 .02 .04 .02 
r-l +10 MIV .02 .10 .10 .02 (I) > RIX .02 .10 004 002 Q) 14 WUP .20 .50 .50 02 .20 .04 
KEX 0 
·i-1 TEV .04 .02 .10 .10 
NUB > •i-1 JEH .10 .02 
VIB .02 .02 
ZIV .04 .02 
ZAT 
GED .02 .04 .02 .02 .10 .02 
YOB 
SEB .20 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 
JIK .04 .04 .20 .02 .04 .02 
FUB 
-30 MIV .04 .10 
RIX .02 .02 
WUP .20 1.00 
KEX .02 .04 .04 .02 
TEV .10 .04 
i'HJB .04 .04 .20 .10 
JEH .04 .02 .04 .02 
VIB .20 .10 
ZIV 
TABLE VII (Continued) 
Subjects 
Nonsense 9 10 11 12 
Syllables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
ZAT .02 .02 
GED .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 
YOB .02 .04 
SEB 1.00 .04 .10 .20 
JIK 
FUB .02 .02 
t--.50 MIV .10 .10 
RIX .02 .04 .04 .02 .04 .04 
WUP .20 .04 
KEX .04 .02 
TEV .10 .. 02 .o4 .02 
NUB .02 .04 
JEH .10 1.00 .04 .o4 .o4 .04 
VIB 
ZIV 
ZAT .10 .04 
GED 
YOB .02 .04 1.00 .10 
SEB 
JIK 
Ol FUB .02 .02 .-I .04 .10 (I) t-10 MIV l> .,o. .o4 j RIX 
$:I WUP .02 .04 .o4 .02 
0 KEX .02 .04 .02 .02 •rl TEV .20 .04 
NUB .02 .02 .02 .02. •rl 
+> JEH .20 .10 
VIB .04 .10 .50 .o4 .10 .04 
ZIV .so .10 .04 .02 .04 .04 
ZAT .04 .04 .04 .04 
GED .04 .o4 
YOB .10 .02 
SEB .10 .02 .04 .20 
JIK .02 .04 .02 .o4 .20 .02 .04 .02 
FUB .02 .o4 .04 .04 
-30 MIV .o4 .o4 
RIX .04 .02 
WUP .50 .19 
KEX .10 .02 
TEV .o4 .02 
NUB .04 .04 
JEH 
VIB 1.00 .04 
ZIV .04 .02 
TABLE VII (Continued) 
Subjects 
Nonsense 13 14 15 16 
Syllables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
ZAT .02 .04 
GED .04 .02 .04 .02 
YOB .04 .02 
SEB .20 .02 .10 .02 
JIK .50 .50 .10 .10 .10 .02 
FUB 
-t- 50 MIV .04 .04 
RIX .50 .04 .10 .04 
WUP .20 .10 .04 .04 
KEX .04 .02 .02 .02 
TEV .04 .02 
NUB 
JEH .10 .02 
VIB .20 .04 .20 .04 
ZIV 
ZAT .04 .02 
GED .10 .02 
YOB .20 .04 1.00 .10 
SEB .o4 .20 
JIK .02 .02 
FUB .04 .04 .02 .02 .50 .04 .02 .02 
Cl) t-10 MIV .04 .04 r-1 
Q.) RIX .10 .02 :> 
j WUP .50 .10 
KEX .20 .02 
0 TEV •M 
NUB .04 .02 
I> JEH . 10 .o4 .02 .02 .o4 .04 ·M 
+' VIB 1.00 .04 :S ZIV .50 .04 
ZAT .20 .02 .10 002 
GED .50 .02 
YOB .so .02 
SEB .20 .o4 
JIK 
FUB 
-30 MIV .10 .10 .10 .04 
RIX .20 .02 
WOP .so .10 
KEX .02 .02 
TEV .02 .02 .10 .01 .20 .02 
NUB .10 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 
JEH 
VIB .04 . 10 
ZIV .10 .02 .04 .02 .04 .04 
J.JWLJ!. v .L.L l von-c,1.nuea J 
Subjects 
Nonsense 17 18 19 20 
Syllables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
ZAT .04 .oii 
GED .10 .02 .02 .02 
YOB .04 .04 
SEB .04 .02 
JIK . 11)2 .02 
FUB .20 .20 .02 .02 
-t-50 MIV .10 .02 
RIX .20 .02 .02 .02. .10 .02 
, WUP .10 .02 
KEX .02 .02 .04 .02 
TEV .02 .02 
NUB .02 .02 
JEH .04 .01 .04 .04 
VIB .10 .02 
ZIV 
ZAT .04 .02 
GED .02 .04 .02 .10 
YOB .20 .04 
SEB .02 002 
JIK .50 .01 .04 .o4 
FUB 
-tlO MIV 
I .02 .02 .02 .04 .04 .01 
RIX 
WUP .50 .20 
KEX .04 .o4 
TEV .04 .02 .04 .02 
Ol NUB .02 004 .02 .02 r-1 
(!) JEH > j VIB .50 .50 .50 .04 
'crl ZIV .10 .10 .04 .04 s:: ZAT .02 .01 .04 .02 
0 GED •r-i 
YOB .04 .02 .04 .02 
I> SEB .10 .10 .04 .02 •rl +> JIK .04 .02 :S 
-30 MIV 
RIX .10 .10 
WUP 1.00 .20 .10 .04 
KEX .02 .02 
TEV .10 .l© 
NUB .02 .01 
JEH .10 .02 .o4 .02 
VIB .04 .20 
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TABLE VIII 
SYLLABLES RECALLED BY EACH OF 20 SUBJECTS AT 3 LEVELS 





* 1 2 I D I D 
YOB YOB JEH JEH 
RIX RIX 
MIV 
ZAT ZAT RIX 
MIV 
JEH JEH YOB YOB 
GED NUB NUB 
NUB GED 
ZIV KEX 
* I Initial recall 
D Delayed recall 
Subjects 
3 4 
I D I D 
FUB 
JEH 
TEV TEV ZAT ZAT 
























TABLE VIII (Continued) 
* 6 7 I D I 
NUB ZAT 
RIX RIX TEV 
FUB 
ZIV 
JIK JIK NUB 
*I Initial Recall 








I D I D 




JEH JEH ZAT ZAT 
KEX GED GED 


























TABLE VIII (Continued) 




RIX RIX YOB YOB 
KEX 
*I Initial Recall 
D Delayed Recall 
Subjects 
13 14 
I D I D 
JIK 
JEH JEH 
































TABLE VIII (Continued) 








MIV MIV RIX RIX 
YOB 
*I Initial Recall 
D Delayed Recall 
Subjects 
18 19 
I D I D 
JEH JEH SEB 
NUB NUB TEV 
VIB MIV 
MIV 
ZAT ZAT ZAT ZAT 
FUB FUB FUB FUB 
WOP NUB NUB 
SEB inr ZIV 
49 
20 
I D 
RIX RIX 
WUP WUP 
ZAT ZAT 
SEB SEB 
GED 
YOB 
JEH 
